Empirical studies have consistently documented that while married men tend to lead more prosperous careers after moving than before, migration tends to be disruptive for the careers of married women. However, there has been little exploration of the interaction of non-economic outcomes of migration by gender and relationship-status. We explore whether migration is followed by a change in subjective wellbeing (SWB), and how this experience differs by individuals of different gender and relationship-status. These results are compared to wage differences following migration. We further analyse how outcomes differ according to the motivation for moving, including motivations for moving of both partners in a couple
Introduction
We analyse subjective wellbeing (SWB) and wage outcomes following internal migration for both men and women. Our focus is on how outcomes following migration differ according to gender and household status. We disaggregate the analysis according to whether an individual is single or is in a couple, and we further disaggregate by whether the stated reason for moving was work-related or not. For individuals in a couple, we differentiate by which member(s) of the couple moves for a work-related reason. No other study of which we are aware analyses migration outcomes with the same attention to gender, wages, work and wellbeing.
Our starting point is the large body of literature which contends that migration of the family exacerbates economic inequality between male and female partners (c.f. Cooke (2008) ). Several papers have documented that while married men tend to lead more prosperous careers after moving than before, married women become less likely to participate in the labour force and can be expected to take a reduction in earnings, at least in the short-run (e.g. Duncan and Perrucci 1976; Mincer 1977; Sandell 1977; Lichter 1980; Long 1974; Maxwell 1988 ; Jacobsen and Levin
2000; W. A. Clark and Withers 2002).
Even those women who exceed their husbands in terms of education, occupation or earnings do not tend to improve their labour-market position when they move with their partners (Boyle et al. 1999; Cooke 2003; Lichter 1983) . Hence, it has been concluded that female spouses in migrating families are almost always 'tied movers', even if they have better career opportunities than their partners. Further research has shown that beliefs of the roles that should be assumed by husband and wife mediate the migration decision (Bielby and Bielby 1992; Cooke 2008a) . Specifically, spouses with traditional gender-role beliefs value the earnings potential of both spouses less equally than spouses with more egalitarian beliefs.
Less attention has been paid to the migration outcomes of single men and women, and there is little consensus among the findings that do exist. Both Morrison and Lichter (1988) and Maxwell (1988) find negative effects of migration for the careers of single women. In contrast, Jacobsen and Levin (2000) find earnings growth after migration increases for single women, despite there being no significant change for single males.
However, a focus on the labour-market outcomes of migration overlooks other elements of location-specific wellbeing (Nowok et al. (2013) ). Economists acknowledge that material consumption is only one aspect of the utility function, and that non-material factors are also relevant drivers of human behaviour. This concept has led to models of location choice in which the household's (indirect) utility function includes local amenities as well as economic factors (Chen and Rosenthal 2008; Glaeser and Gottlieb 2009; Roback 1982; .
Under this interpretation of utility, studies of the earnings consequences of migration are not fully informative, if our goal is to find out whether individuals become better off after moving. Analysing individual earnings is even less informative of the wellbeing experience of couples, since members can potentially redistribute earnings between themselves as well as share the consumption of some goods e.g. housing. A handful of studies have looked beyond the economic consequences of migration for men and women by asking whether those who migrate become more satisfied with their lives (Nowok et al. 2013; Frijters, Johnston, and Shields 2008; Kettlewell 2010; Melzer 2011; . Changes in life-satisfaction around migration arguably tell us more about whether a person considers themselves to be better or worse off than do measures of personal earnings.
The cited life-satisfaction studies have indicated that SWB payoffs to migration are at least no better for men than women. In fact, Kettlewell (2010) and show that life-satisfaction increases significantly for females after moving, but not for males; Frijters, Johnston, and Shields (2008) show that life-satisfaction is improved after migration for both males and females, but the improvement is longer-lasting for females. These are remarkable results in light of the consensus from studies of labour market outcomes that (married) women are tied movers, whose own interests are treated as being subsidiary to the goals of their husbands.
Though each of the cited studies of life-satisfaction and migration report findings separately for males and females, almost none of them account for differences in the migration experiences of men and women who are single versus those who are in cohabiting relationships. 1 Cooke (2008b) remarks that there is a need for more investigation of the nonmonetary outcomes of family migration.
The goal of the present study is to unravel the SWB outcomes of internal migration by both gender and relationship-status. We also examine corresponding earnings patterns as we are interested in the extent to which the consequences of migration for wellbeing and wage incomes follow a similar pattern. It is useful to compare our results to previous work, which has focused primarily on labour market outcomes. While many studies of family migration include only couples in their analyses, by also considering singles we are able to assess whether differences in the migration experiences between men and women hold only for those in couples or persist more broadly. Teasing out these differences helps to shed light on gender roles and norms which apply in society beyond the context of migration.
Our analysis uses data from 15 waves (from 2001 to 2015) of the Australian HILDA longitudinal survey which tracks a representative sample of Australian individuals over time 1 The only study we find which has acknowledged relationship-status in examining SWB outcomes of migration by gender is Nowok et al. (2013) , but this aspect is not the focus of their study. The authors mention that they find that females migrating with their partners do not experience significantly different SWB outcomes of internal migration to their partners. However, they do not present these results.
(see section 4). We define migration as a residential move of 25km or more within Australia. We restrict the analysis to individuals of ages 25-60 who migrate at some point in the observed period. Less than one third of this sample of migrants report moving for a work-related reason, emphasising that labour market factors are not the only determinant of migration behaviour.
Our analysis focuses on SWB and wage income (here on in referred to as wages) around migration for four groups: single males; single females; cohabiting males; and cohabiting females. Membership in these groups is defined by status in the year of migration because we are interested in the effect of relationship-status at the time of the migration decision. We employ an individual fixed-effects strategy to control for unobserved time-constant individual effects, and also control for observed time-varying individual characteristics and year fixed-effects. Because the effects of migration may develop over time, we track SWB and wages of migrants from four years before to four years after migration. We set the year just before migration as the baseline period so that all estimated changes are considered relative to that time. Patterns are isolated separately for the four groups of interest.
We find that, relative to the year before moving, both male and female singles experience significantly higher levels of wellbeing for several years after migration. Though the gains in SWB are generally higher for women than men, this difference is significantly different from zero in only one year. Interestingly, SWB does not increase significantly for cohabiting men in any year after moving, but it does so for almost all post-migration years for cohabiting women.
In groups for which we observe an increase in SWB after migration, we also observe a decrease in SWB in the years preceding the move. Hence, migration appears to "provide a way out of unhappiness" (Nowok et al. 2013, 998) .
Wage gains from migration are relatively large and significant for single men, but are small and not significantly different from zero for single women. There is a significant difference in these results for men and women in two post-migration years. Our findings of the wage experience of migrant couples are consistent with previous literature, in that wages increase for male partners (at least in the long run) and fall for females (at least in the short run). These estimates are significantly different by gender in all years succeeding migration. With respect to household income for couples, we find there is a positive but mostly non-significant gain in household wage income in the years following migration. These imprecise estimates likely mask a wide range of experiences for different families.
We observe that females have a relatively stronger tendency than males to reach higher levels of satisfaction with their lives after moving, and males have a relatively stronger tendency than females to increase their earnings. These gender differences are mostly not significant for single individuals, but become quite pronounced for couples. This result coincides with theories of gender-roles including norms regarding who should provide foremost for the family.
Alternatively, men and women may, on average, have different preferences, and specialisation in the family allows each member to put more energy into the areas of life that are important to them.
The HILDA survey asks migrants to report the main reasons for their move. Just 30% of our migrant sample moved for a work-related reason. To investigate the role of motives in driving the heterogeneity in results across groups, we differentiate by reasons for moving.
Specifically, for singles, we differentiate by whether they made the move because of a workrelated reason. For couples, we differentiate by whether only the individual, only their partner, neither person, or both members of the couple moved because of a work-related reason.
Theoretical Background
A simple maximisation process of utility is sufficient to explain the migration decision of single individuals i.e. individuals choose to live in the location in which they expect to receive the highest level of utility in future years. Hence, for both single men and women, we could expect migration to lead to an increase in lifetime utility.
The decision-making process for individuals who share their lives with others is more complicated. The first theoretical models of the family migration decision were based on neoclassical human capital theory. The underlying assumption of these models is that households seek to maximise total wellbeing and disregard the private level of wellbeing of each of the individuals (Long 1974; DaVanzo 1976; Sandell 1977; Mincer 1977) . Treating income as a proxy for utility, these models predict that families will migrate if doing so is expected to result in higher household income, even if it means that one spouse is expected to have reduced earnings. The spouse with greater earnings potential from moving is more likely to experience the larger private income gains from moving. Hence, they are more likely to be a lead mover and less likely to be a tied mover.
In social-exchange theory it is assumed that the partner with relatively lower earnings potential has less decision-making power (Blood Jr et al. 1995) . As with human capital models, this view implies that the spouse with lower earnings potential is less likely to benefit from migration. Both human capital and social-exchange theory are common-preference models i.e. they assume families operate under a single utility function. Both treat male and female spouses equally. Hence, the only explanation they offer for the gender imbalance in migration outcomes is that females tend to have lower earnings potential than males.
Studies showing that even those women who exceed their husbands in terms of education, occupation or earnings do not tend to improve their labour-market position when they move with their partners cast doubt on the assumption of gender-neutrality (Boyle et al. 1999; Cooke 2003; Lichter 1983) . These findings spurred the theoretical argument that women have been socialised to put family goals ahead of their own individual preferences (Shihadeh 1991; Bielby and Bielby 1992; Cooke 2008a) .
While economists in the past subscribed to the notion that couples operate under a single utility function, this idea is no longer well accepted (S. Lundberg and Pollak 1996) , and empirical evidence has tended to reject this framework (c.f. S. J. Lundberg, Pollak, and Wales 1997) . A more appropriate way to understand the couple's decision is to employ a bargaining model under which each individual is assumed to operate under a private utility function, but each utility outcome depends not only on their own decision, but also on that of their partner.
An example of a game theoretic model of the location decision for a two-person household is provided by S. Lundberg and Pollak (2003) . Since each spouse maximises private utility then it follows that the couple will migrate if it makes both spouses better off. But the bargaining model also shows that one spouse could rationally choose to move even though they expect to be worse off than in the initial location. Such a result is possible if the person perceives that staying without their partner would be even worse than accompanying them to the new location (given that their partner prefers to move).
Since migration has often been analysed as a financially motivated decision, the locationspecific element of utility in the above theoretical models has tended to be treated as reflecting the material consumption potential in the respective location. However, material consumption is only one aspect of the utility function, and non-material factors are also relevant drivers of human behaviour. This concept has led to models of location choice in which the household's (indirect) utility function has to be maximised with respect to local amenities as well as wages and living costs (e.g. Chen and Rosenthal 2008; Glaeser and Gottlieb 2009; Roback 1982; .
Under this interpretation, a migrant need not experience an increase in real income as a result of migration; rather, we would expect to observe a utility improvement following migration. The utility improvement may be influenced by both pecuniary and non-pecuniary elements. This observation applies both to single people and for couples, to at least one person in that couple. In particular, for individuals who migrate with their partners, neither changes in individual earnings nor total household income necessarily reflects utility outcomes. Instead, we hypothesise that at least one member of the couple will increase their utility. Using standard bargaining results, the extent to which the remaining person in the couple increases or decreases their utility will depend on that person's bargaining power (including their outside option if they were not to migrate with their partner) and the degree to which each partner's utility enters as an argument in the other individual's utility function.
Method
We use a sample of individuals who migrate at some time during the period covered by the panel data. Our objective is to isolate SWB and wage patterns for four groups: cohabiting and single male and females. Membership in these groups is defined by status in the year of migration because we expect experiences to vary according to the context at the time of moving.
We follow methodology used in .
An individual fixed-effects strategy is employed to control for unobserved time-constant individual effects. The fixed-effects approach enables us to measure within-person effects and controls for all time-constant individual factors which may affect the outcome. In addition, we control for a range of time-varying individual characteristics and year fixed effects. For households, we control for household characteristics, including individual-specific characteristics of both partners.
We track SWB and wages of migrants from four years before to four years after migration.
Our sample is restricted to observations falling within this time period, and outcomes are tracked over time using a set of dummy variables indicating the number of years the observation is before or after the actual period of migration for the individual. Considering a number of years is important because the effects of migration are time-specific (Nowok et al. 2013) . Premigration patterns may change our perspective of the post-migration outcomes. For example, if wages are on a rising path before migration, an increase in the year of migration is less likely to be attributed to the migration event itself. Rather, plotting out changes over time both before and after migration allows us to discern any sharp deviations in trend. We set the year just before migration as the baseline period so that all estimated changes are considered relative to that time.
We isolate the patterns for the four groups of interest by interacting the set of migration timing dummies with a set of dummy indicators for group membership. So that we can interpret coefficients as deviations from the baseline year, we also control separately for group membership. 2 It is ensured that the estimated wellbeing (or wage) trajectories are conditional on the fact that some people who are in couples at the time of moving will be single at other times, and some people who are singles at the time of moving will have partners at other times, by including time-varying relationship-status as one of the individual characteristics which we control for.
Formally, we estimate the equation:
where , is the outcome measure (SWB or weekly wage income) for individual or household in year , and l represents the number of years before migration. The migration dummies are denoted by , − , and equal 1 if individual migrated in year − , and 0 otherwise, where l represents the period t in which the individual migrated. The migration timing dummies are interacted with dummy variables , , which equal 1 if individual is a member of the applicable group and 0 otherwise. The coefficients on the term, , − , , are the parameters of interest.
We set the coefficient on , , , −1 for each group to zero so that all other coefficients on the migration dummies for that group can be interpreted as the expected deviation in the outcome variable relative to the year before moving, conditional on other factors.
The vector , contains a set of controls for individual (or household) characteristics and ′ is a vector of the corresponding parameters to be estimated. Year fixed effects, allow for particular effects on the whole economy in a given year and represent individual fixed effects.
The random error term , is clustered at the individual level.
A particular issue in the model is how to deal with individuals who move multiple times.
Restricting the sample to only one-time movers would be likely to introduce selection bias (Nowok et al. 2013) . Following Grimes, Ormsby, and Preston (2017), we make the assumption that only one timing effect takes place at a time, and that post-migration effects (i.e. where ( − ) ≥ 0) dominate pre-migration effects (( ) − < 0). After those assumptions are taken into account, for any period which still exhibits more than one pre-or post-migration effect, the effect relating to the most recent move dominates. Accordingly, the assignment of individuals in each time period to the groups also relate to status in the most recent year of migration.
We also consider the effects for each relationship-gender disaggregated by whether one or more persons moves for a work-related reason. In the formal equation, this equates to redefining the groups to reflect not only gender and relationship-status in the most recent year of migration, but also the reason for moving at that time.
Data
Our analysis relies on the same Australian survey data and empirical strategy as . The data comes from 14 waves (from 2001 to 2014) of the HILDA survey which tracks a sample of Australian individuals over time. HILDA includes almost 20,000 individuals in each wave (19,914 in the first wave, replenished with 5,477 in wave 11) from around 7,500 households (7,682 in wave 1).
We drop defence personnel from our sample because their location choices are unlikely to be completely voluntary. We restrict the analysis to working-age individuals (25 to 60 years of age) to avoid most of those transitioning from study to work or from work to retirement. Also omitted are temporary sample members -those who did not belong to the original household and were not new children of the original members or parents of those new children.
The HILDA data provides information on the distance each individual has moved since the last wave of the survey. Migration is defined as a residential move of 25km or more within
Australia. 3 Our sample consists of the survey respondents who migrated according to this definition at least once during the time we observe them in the panel. Of the movers, observations more than four waves before or after a move are dropped, leaving 20,610 observations. Our SWB measure is missing for 511 of these observations of movers and, to keep our samples for the SWB and the wage estimations comparable, we drop those 511 observations. A further 32 observations were dropped because they had missing information for the independent variables.
Next, we apply the assumptions described in Section 3 about which migration timing effects dominate each other. To be included in the estimation, one must be observed in the remaining data at least the year before and of migrating even after accounting for domination of some effects over others. Data from any other wave is only included if it follows consecutively, i.e. to include an observation three years before moving, we must also have included the observation two years before moving. 4 The final sample includes 14,330 observations covering 2,474 individuals. The number of migrations observed in this sample is 2,603 which is greater than the total number of individuals because some move more than once.
We also use two subsets of the main sample. The first is used when we include the reason for moving in the analysis. Relevant information is missing for 6.8% of our sample. For this subsample, we drop individuals who have partners if their partner is not also observed. This requires both partners to have taken the survey and to fit all criteria, including the 25-60 year age restriction. 5 These requirements reduce the sub-sample to 9,237 observations of 1,677
individuals.
The other sub-sample is developed when we consider the household wage of couples. In this case, the unit of observation is a couple and we again analyse only couples among which both partners are observed. Since few same-sex couples were identified in our dataset (46 observations of 10 couples over time), they were dropped so that controls relating to the individual could be made gender-specific. The requirements for this analysis reduce this subsample to 3,126 observations of 549 couples.
Relationship-Gender Groups
We define four groups in our sample, based on relationship-status in the year of moving:
single males, single females, male spouses, and female spouses. Recall that each observation is linked to a single time of migration. If one moves multiple times, then the relationship-status which the person belongs to at a given period depends on their actual relationship-status in the year of migration. We are essentially assuming that if one is in a cohabiting relationship and moved in the past year, then the person moved to the new location either with their current partner or to be with their current partner. This may not be completely accurate but will be a close proxy for relationship-status at the time of the migration decision (Actual relationshipstatus is consistent with relationship-status at the time of moving for 88.9% of observations). We control separately for yearly variation in actual relationship-status in estimations.
Dependent Variables
The main outcomes we are interested in are individual SWB and wages, at the individual level.
We also consider wages at the household level for couples. Summary statistics of these variables are provided in Table 1 , including a breakdown of individual-level variables by the four groups we are interested in.
The individual-level measure of SWB in the HILDA survey is a person's answer to the question on a 0 to 10 scale of:
All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life? 6
For all sub-samples, average SWB is centred between 7 and 8. The average appears slightly higher for individuals who have partners at the time of moving than those who are single, and is slightly higher for females than males. The measure we use for individual wages is the gross weekly wage in Australian dollars at the time of the interview. For household wages, which we consider only for couples, we sum this value for the two spouses. All wage measures used in this study are adjusted for CPI inflation as reported by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) relative to a base year of 2012. Note that the wage measure reflects not only the rate of pay but also the hours worked by each individual.
There is a clear difference in average wages by our migrant groups. The most obvious feature is that wages are higher for men relative to women, regardless of relationship-status. To a lesser degree, average wages are also higher for spouses than single individuals. Factors other than gender, such as age differences, also affect SWB and wage differentials, and the descriptive figures in Table 1 do not control for such factors.
Independent Variables
We estimate the models using the fixed-effects specification described in Section 3. Table 2 provides the number of observations for the full sample and for the four focus groups in each year relative to the time of migration. The table shows that we have fewer observations further from the time of migration, so we may expect to see less significant results in years further from migration. Similarly, there are fewer observations of singles than couples, so we expect to see less significant results for singles than couples. Notes: All groups are defined relative to the year of move To consider how reasons for moving mediate migration outcomes, we separate groups not only by relationship-gender status but also by the reason for which each of these groups moved.
Our focus is on whether or not the individual moves for a work-related reason and, for couples, we also consider the partner's reason for moving.
These groups are derived from information in the HILDA survey asking migrants to report the main reasons for their move. First, we amalgamate several reasons for moving into a single category to develop a binary indicator for whether the individual moved for a work-related reason. 7 Relevant information was missing for 6.6% of migrants in our sample. For the remaining individuals, just 32.4% of migrants moved for a work-related reason. This compares to 30.4% of migrants in the full sample.
We then create a categorical variable which, for individuals in a couple, incorporates both partners' reasons for moving. This variable is summarised in Table 4 . Because the process required matching spouses to their partner, we do not have this information for all spouses leading to very slight differences across males and females within couples. to be closer to friends/family is significantly more common among females than males. It is also more common among single females than females with partners. People who move to follow a spouse or parent are much more likely to be female than male. Of couples, consistent with much prior literature on tied-movers, those who follow a spouse (or parent) are much more likely to be female than male.
Results
We report results of predicted SWB and wage trajectories around the time of migration in graph form for ease of interpretation, following (A. E. Clark et al. 2008; Nowok et al. 2013) . The graphs plot the pathways of the outcome variable for each group, after controlling for group fixed effects, individual characteristics and unobserved individual differences. In all cases, the coefficient on the dummy variable for one year before migration (l=-1) is the omitted reference category such that coefficients for all other years reflect the average deviation in SWB or wages relative to this time. The spikes on the graph represent 90% confidence intervals for each estimate. Note that it is important to pay attention to graph axes because they change according to estimation. Full tables of results are reported in Appendix Table 2 and Error! Reference source not found..
Main results
Estimated wellbeing trajectories for male and female singles are presented in Figure 1 .
Relative to the year before moving, both male and female singles experience higher levels of wellbeing for several years after migration. This difference is statistically significant in all five observed post-migration periods for females, and in four of the five for males. In most years after migration we expect males to be about 0.28 points more satisfied with their lives (on a scale of 0 to 10) than they were in the year before relocation. For females, the postmigration improvement peaks at 0.56 points. These effects are about one-sixth to one-third of a standard deviation for SWB and are relatively large when compared to the estimated effects of other individual characteristics on SWB in Appendix Table 2 . Though the gains in SWB are generally higher for women than men, this difference is significantly different from zero in only one year (see Appendix Table 2 ).
Migration appears to be preceded by a significant fall in SWB for both male and female singles. A similar pattern was found in Nowok et al. (2013) , who postulated that migration may facilitate recovery from a fall in wellbeing, especially after stressful experiences. Unlike the results in Nowok et al. (2013) , we show in our sample that the level of life-satisfaction reached after migration for both males and females generally exceeds the pre-migration level.
Interpreting SWB as a proxy for utility, this result lends support to utility-maximisation theory. Figure 2 illustrates the wellbeing pathway around migration for males and females who move with partners. We find important differences across the gender spectrum within couples, which are significant from the year of moving until three years afterwards (see Appendix Table   2 ). Predicted SWB changes after moving are small and non-significant for male spouses, but are relatively large, significantly so for the first few years, for women. Similar to the case for singles, wellbeing improvements at the time of migration for female spouses follow falling wellbeing in the lead up to migration. Both common-preference models and bargaining models of the location choice for couples predict that migration should be wellbeing-improving for at least one partner, but not necessarily for both. Our results for wellbeing are consistent with this prediction for utility, but suggest that any negative outcomes are concentrated among males.
We turn next to the wage results. Wage estimates for single men and women are shown in (approximately one-quarter of a standard deviation for wages) after four years for males.
However, this does follow an apparent fall, on average, in wages in the years just before moving. In contrast, we observe only a small increase in wages for females that takes time to develop. In no year is the estimated coefficient significantly different from zero for females, suggesting that the experience of single women can be both positive and negative. Differences in wage changes by gender are significant in two of the five years observed after migration (see
Error! Reference source not found.).
Wage results for couples, shown in Figure 4 are consistent with previous literature. Wages tend to increase for male partners and fall for females, and the results are significantly different by gender in all years after migration.
On average, in the initial and first years after migration, the increase in wages for male partners is small, on average, ($29-$50) and not significant. In later years, males can expect larger and (mostly) statistically significant higher wages relative to before moving ($106-$159).
The estimates for females are significantly negative and large ($43-$51) in the initial and first years after moving, but fade in later years. These patterns likely reflect the time it takes for some men and women to find the right labour market match when they relocate.
We note that males appear to be on a rising wage path before migration, and females on a falling path before migration, though there is little statistical significance to this finding. This could suggest that there is rising inequality of earnings for males and females in couples even before migration, but migration amplifies this trend. We also estimate the path for total household wages for (heterosexual) couples. The main results of this estimation are reported in Figure 5 and a full set of results in Appendix Table 4 .
We find a small fall in wages in the year of moving, on average, followed by a positive gain in household wage income in the following years. The gain is (marginally) significantly different from zero only in the second year after migration, at which point it peaks at $162 per week. The imprecise estimates mask a wide range of experiences for different families. Though we cannot make causal inferences when comparing the wage and wellbeing patterns, we note that they generally do not shift in the same direction after migration. Females have a strong tendency to reach higher levels of satisfaction with their lives after moving, while males have a strong tendency to increase their earnings. The gender difference is mostly nonsignificant in single individuals, but becomes quite pronounced for couples.
Moving for a work-related reason
Our data show that more males than females are motivated to move because of work-related reasons. To investigate the role of motives in driving the heterogeneity in results across groups, we further disaggregate our analysis. For single men and women, we differentiate by whether the person made the move because of a work-related reason. For couples, we differentiate by whether only the individual, only their partner, neither person, or both members of the couple moved because of a work-related reason. These results for SWB and wages are shown in Error! Reference source not found. and Appendix Table 6 , respectively.
Singles have mostly positive migration outcomes in terms of SWB, regardless of gender or reason for moving. However, the gains are small and not significant for those singles who move for work-related reasons. The lack of significance may be partly due to the small size of this sample. For neither group of singles is there significant difference in the results by gender.
There are significant gains to wellbeing for female spouses in at least some years in all groups except for those who do not move for work-related reasons while their partners do. This group arguably represents tied movers. In this case, the effects are small or negative, and not significant. By contrast, there are virtually no significant wellbeing gains for males in any of the couple categories (although the signs are generally positive for male spouses if they move for a work-related reason, and not otherwise). Differences by gender are mostly not significant.
Not surprisingly, wages generally increase for people who move for work related reasons and not for those who don't, regardless of gender. Wage gains from moving for a work reason are generally larger for males than females, but this potentially reflects the fact that males earn more than females on average.
Overall, gender differences in wage patterns are reduced when we separate results by reason for moving noting, however, that males are more likely than females to move for workrelated reasons. Nevertheless, even after incorporating reasons for moving, we still find some evidence that female spouses are more likely than male spouses to reap wellbeing gains from migration. In other words, whether or not one moves for a work-related reason seems to explain differences by gender in wage outcomes but not SWB outcomes.
The question remains as to why men and women move for different reasons. While there is a possibility that men and women simply tend to have different preferences over wages and career development relative to other aspects of life, there may also be contextual differences. In particular, men may receive greater wage and status payoffs than women to focusing on their careers, or social norms may pressure female spouses to forgo personal career goals to achieve what is best for the family (Shihadeh 1991; Bielby and Bielby 1992) . Our SWB results suggest that this outcome is not harmful to life-satisfaction of women. Female spouses may tend to experience career disruptions when they and their partner migrate, but they appear to be compensated in other ways.
Differences in outcomes by gender may be amplified for couples because some females with partners may be able to rely (more than males) on their spouse's incomes for their material needs, which they could not do if they were single. The issue then becomes why coupled males receive no uplift in SWB after migration despite their increase in income. One possible reason is that the higher wage is accompanied by offsetting factors that impact on SWB, such as greater stress or decreased leisure time. Another possible explanation relates to the 'hedonic treadmill' (Brickman and Campbell 1971) in which recipients of higher income adjust their material expectations upwards, resulting in no change to SWB as the gap between actual and expected material conditions does not change. However, we see little evidence that migrating male spouses experience wellbeing improvements even when they do not move for a work-related reason, suggesting that these factors do not fully explain the lack of SWB uplift for coupled males.
A further explanation for the inequality in wellbeing gains to migration among male and female spouses could be that males are less responsive to changes in life-circumstances overall.
However, we see that single males experience significant wellbeing improvements following migration. Furthermore, the SDs of SWB for men and women in our data are almost identical. 9
9 Before dropping migrants from the sample, the SD of SWB for males is 1.47 compared to 1.51 for females.
Conclusions
We have analysed labour-market and SWB outcomes following migration by gender and household status. By examining changes in both wellbeing and wages around migration for both single and cohabiting men and women -and disaggregating by reason for moving -we provide a much more detailed coverage of the consequences of migration than shown in previous literature. Our findings indicate that an increase (decrease) in wages does not necessarily correspond with an increase (decrease) in SWB. Small (and mostly insignificant) differences by gender in migration patterns for single individuals appear to be amplified for couples. Women gain more in wellbeing and less in wages than men, especially if they have a partner.
In particular, we find that for singles, though wages increase significantly only for men after moving, wellbeing increases for both men and women. These wellbeing gains are enjoyed for several years after moving. Moreover, despite the finding that migration has more favourable outcomes for the earnings of male spouses than female spouses, we observe the opposite pattern for wellbeing. SWB increases significantly for female spouses and remains higher for a number of years. For males, the predicted change in wellbeing is small and not statistically significant.
Wage patterns become much more similar by gender when we disaggregate by whether one moves for a work-related reason or not. Both men and women who move for work reasons earn significantly more thereafter. However, when disaggregating results by reason for moving, we still observe differences by gender for SWB for couples (though, with smaller samples, we lose statistical significance).
While our results show that females gain more in wellbeing terms from migration than do men, further investigation is warranted to understand the mechanism behind these results.
Previous research has shown that gender-role beliefs and life-course events such as childbirth affect the migration decision and have a negative effect on labour-market outcomes for females (Bielby and Bielby 1992; Cooke 2001; De Jong and Graefe 2008; Cooke 2008a) . Future studies could consider how these and other factors interact with motivations for moving to result in the positive wellbeing outcomes that we observe for female migrants.
Appendix Notes: Robust standard errors used. The model uses an individual fixed effects specification and includes controls for individual characteristics, group dummies and year fixed effects. Stars denote: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
